Appl^ No.: 10/056,356 
Remarks : 

Reconsideration of the application is requested. 

Claims 1-28 are now in the application. Claims 1 and 3 have 
been amended. Claim 28 has been added. Claims 13-27 have 
been withdrawn from consideration. 


In the section entitled "Oath/Declarat ion" on page 2 of the 
above-identified Office action, the Examiner has stated that 
the oath or declaration is defective because non-initialed 
and/or non-dated alterations have been made to the oath or 
declaration. 

A new declaration in compliance with 37 CFR 1.67(a) 
identifying this application by application number and filing 
date will be submitted upon receiving signatures from the 
inventors . 


In the section entitled "Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112" on 
page 2 of the above-identified Office action, claim 3 has been 
rejected as being, indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph. 

More specifically, the Examiner has stated that the language 
in claim 3, lines 4-5, is not clearly understood. The 
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language has been amended to even more clearly define the 
invention of the instant application. 

It is accordingly believed that the claims meet the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. Should the 
Examiner find any further objectionable items, counsel would 
appreciate a telephone call during which the matter may be 
resolved. The above-noted changes to the claims are provided 
solely for cosmetic and/or clarif icatory reasons. The changes 
are neither provided for overcoming the prior art nor do they 
narrow the scope of the claims for any reason related to the 
statutory requirements for a patent. 

In item 2 on page 3 of the above-mentioned Office action, 
claims 1-5 have been rejected as being anticipated by Paik et 
al. (US Pat. No. 5,879,964) under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

The rejection has been noted and claim 1 has been amended in 
an effort to even more clearly define the invention of the 
instant application. Support for the changes is found on page 
2, line 25 to page 3, line 2 of the specification. 

Before discussing the prior art in detail, it is believed that 
a brief review of the invention as claimed, would be helpful. 

Claim 1 calls for, inter alia: 
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at least said corner regions of said rear side, said edge 
regions of said rear side, and said side border regions 
of said semiconductor chip having a plastic coating with 
a thickness between 0.5 jam and 50 |am. 

Paik et al . disclose a semiconductor package having a plastic 
coating on the rear side and on the side border regions of the 
chip. The coating is made by filling an epoxy-based polymer 
into a region (something like a pool) defined by a polymer dam 
6 to form an encapsulation 7 (see Fig. 3) . 

The encapsulation as disclosed in Park et al . is, however, 
much thicker than the coating having a thickness of 0.5 to 50 
jim according to the invention of the instant application. 
Paik et al . do not particularly define the thickness. 
However, since the solder balls 9 as shown in Figs. 5a and 6a 
of Paik et al . have a diameter of 100-500 micrometers (see 
column 4, line 61), the encapsulation must be at least 100 
micrometers thick or even considerably thicker. The 
advantages of a thin plastic coating are described in detail 
on page 3, lines 4-23 of the specification of the instant 
application. 

Clearly, Pail et al . do not show "at least said corner regions 
of said rear side, said edge regions of said rear side, and 
said side border regions of said semiconductor chip having a 
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plastic coating with a thickness between 0.5 jam and 50 fim" , as 
recited in claim 1 of the instant application. 

Claim 1 is, therefore, believed to be patentable over Paik et 
al . and since claims 2-5 are dependent on claim 1, they are 
believed to be patentable as well. 

In item 3 on pages 3-4 of the above-mentioned Office action, 
claims 6-12 have been rejected as being unpatentable over Paik 
et al. under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

As discussed above, claim 1 is believed to be patentable over 
the art. Since claims 6-12 are dependent on claim 1, they are 
believed to be patentable as well. 

Claim 2 8 has been added. The support for claim 2 8 may be 
found on page 3, lines 1-2 of the specification. Since claim 
1 is believe to be patentable as discussed above and claim 28 
is dependent on claim 1, it is believed to be patentable as 
well . 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration and allowance of 
claims 1-12 and 28 are solicited. 
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In the event the Examiner should still find any of the claims 
to be unpatentable, counsel would appreciate a telephone call 
so that, if possible, patentable language can be worked out. 


The fee in the amount of $ 18.00 for one added claim in excess 
of twenty is enclosed herewith. If an extension of time for 
this paper is required, petition for extension is herewith 
made. Please charge any other fees which might be due with 
respect to Sections 1.16 and 1.17 to the Deposit Account of 
Lerner and Greenberg, P. A., No. 12-1099. 



YHC : cgm 

June 12, 2003 

Lerner and Greenberg, P. A. 
Post Office Box 2480 
Hollywood, FL 33022-2480 
Tel: (954) 925-1100 
Fax: (954) 925-1101 
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